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Abstract.  In the conversation, normally the participants do not pay attention or are aware 

of the turn-taking that each one should consider. Therefore, the objective of this study was 
to investigate turn-taking patterns which are IRF (Initiation-Response-Feedback) in 
students’ NUDC. The participants of this study were the NUDC teams from classes 2020A 
and 2021C of the English Study Program of UNIKA St. Paulus, Ruteng. The data were 
collected using the qualitative method to describe the IRF pattern in students’ debates. The 
procedure for collecting the data was recording the debate, transcribing the spoken text, 
and analyzing and identifying the IRF pattern used by each debater. The result of the study 
was the dominant pattern used is IRF with 12 times (44.4%), the second is I with 8 times 

(29.6%, the third is RF with 6 times (22.2%), while the lowest is IR with only used one 
time (3.7%). The recommendation for the next researchers is to study the correlation 
between understanding the debate motion and turn-taking in debate.  
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  Introduction 

The study of language use in any setting is known as discourse analysis. According to [1], 
discourse analysis is concerned with the study of the spoken and written language we use when 

interacting with others. This research focused on the  types of initiation in classroom 

discourse used by the teacher in half Nelson movie.  And the it has  found six types of initiation 

in classroom discourse used by the teacher in Half 

Nelson movie that used by teacher to evaluate students‘ answer. There were 10 dialogues found 

as the result of this research, in which the students response specific, students response open 

ended by their own ideas, pause the interaction as silent because the student was not know the 
answer and sometimes students response by laughing. Second, in teaching and learning process 

the teacher used twice of teacher informs to initiate the interaction. The response given by 

students to teacher informs is silent because the students pay attention what the teacher explain. 

Third, the teacher used one time of teacher direct to initiate the interaction. The response 

given by students is nonverbal because the response by use word is not necessary in this 

initiation, the students only need doing what the teacher ask. Forth, the teacher used twice of 

listing to initiate the interaction during teaching and learning process. The response given by 

students for listing are students response open-ended and confusion work oriented because the 

students excited to the lesson and there are more than one students talked during the lesson. 

Fifth, the teacher used one time of re-initiation  to initiate the interaction in classroom. The 
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students’ gave open-ended response for re-initiation. Last, the teacher used one time of re-

initiation to initiate the interaction in classroom. 
The students gave open-ended response for re-initiation. The response given by students 

was open. There were four kinds of initiation that did not use by teacher such as reinforce, check, 

repeat, and bound initiation.  Additionally, Schiffrin, who was mentioned by [2], [3], noted that 

there are five methods for doing discourse analysis: conversation analysis, pragmatic analysis, 

ethnology of communication, interactional sociolinguistics, and speech act analysis. The 

conversation analysis approach is the study's main focus. 

Our social lives depend heavily on conversation, which is a part of daily life. In whatever 

aspect of social interaction, we connect with one another through communication. Two or more 

people are conversing with one another when there is a conversation going on. The 

conversation's participants are attempting to communicate in a meaningful and orderly manner, 

not just to convey their own messages. Analysis of the way the participants are conducting the 
conversation is crucial. Conversation analysis is defined by [4] as "the systematic investigation 

of the talk produced in commonplace human contact situations: talk-in-interaction." It is a 

strategy to examine all forms of speaking in interaction, not only casual chat  [5]. 

Studying conversation aims to uncover or pinpoint not only the language used but also the 

conversational patterns. Turn-taking and sequencing are two of the core two structures of 

conversation analysis. Adjacency pairs, preference organization, expansion sequence, repair 

organization, and tale are some of the structures that the sequence itself possesses. Turn-taking 

is the type of structure that the researcher looked at. 

Taking turns in conversation is done by the speaker and the listener. According to[6], turn-

taking refers to how speakers adjust to and manage their turns during a conversation. In a typical 

discussion, each person speaks in turn as the engagement progresses. It was like in Hillary 

Clinton and Trump’s conversation in presidential election, which found that butting-in 
Interruptions were most frequently applied by both Trump (65%) and Clinton (5%) during the 

presidential debate, which means 71% of Trump’s interruption and 57% of Hillary's 

interruption. This shows that both of the presidential nominees were attempting to control 

another candidate or take the turn. However, they were ignored by each other. 

The messages become muddled and the dialogue becomes meaningless when two or more 

people are speaking at once. Turn-taking, according to [7], is the way that players use turns and 

maintain one party's conversation t a time. In addition, turn-taking occurs when control is not 

fixed and the other side assumes control. To put it another way, after the first speaker finishes, 

the others may begin to talk. 

In a conversation, the speaker or the subsequent speaker will choose who will talk next. It's 

critical to comprehend turn-taking techniques. Offers six turn-taking techniques [8]. When two 
or more participants are talking at the same time, the messages become unclear and the 

communication becomes meaningless. According to [7], turn-taking is how the participants use 

turns and preserve one party's talk at a time. In addition, turn-taking is the situation when unfixed 

control occurs and the other party takes over the control. In other words, when the first speaker 

is done, the others may proceed to take the floor. 

In a conversation, turn-taking is done either by the speaker or by self-selection by the next 

speaker. It is important to understand the strategies in turn-taking. In the literature, six turn-

taking strategies are described [8]. In order that the entire participant can effectively engage in 

that social communication, it is better to have a background understanding of turn-taking. 

Otherwise, he or she may interrupt or overlap other people who is speaking. Furthermore, he 

may not listen to the conversation. 



 

 

 

 

In addition to the tactics, it is possible to analyze the discussion in terms of patterns, 

particularly when it comes to turn-taking. In order to analyze the discourse during contact, 
particularly in the situation of turn-taking, one of the patterns that the researchers looked for can 

be used. Initiation-Response-Feedback is one of the patterns that the researchers looked for in 

the student debate (IRF). It is a pattern that is used to examine how students and teachers interact 

in the classroom. In this exchange, the teacher takes the initiative, the pupils give their input, 

and the teacher provides feedback. "IRF is a sequence of teacher-student-teacher turns taking 

place in the classroom," according to [9], [10]. Despite the fact that IRF's primary objective is 

to examine teacher-student interaction in. 

Talking and interacting is what debate is. Related to that, [11], [12] explains that to reach a 

well-informed decision on a subject, debate is a process of investigation and lobbying. 

Additionally,[13] claimed that "discussion is an activity that requires a set of discourse for a 

specific topic." Debate involves competitive interaction between two people or teams. In a 
dispute, logical reasoning and accuracy are crucial. Debate takes place in a variety of public 

settings, including politics, business, religion, and education. There has been some earlier 

research that has been done dealing with the turn-taking in conversation analysis. Political 

discussion turn-taking tactics were studied by [6]. 

The investigation of turn-taking patterns in students' National University Debate 

Competition was the topic of this current study (NUDC). In the realm of education, a NUDC is 

a particular type of discussion. There are two teams in NUDC: an opposing team and an 

affirmative team. A NUDC has been in place for the UNIKA St. Paulus Ruteng English Program 

Study from April 1, 2022. Each team from a representative class is a participant in this debate. 

The team's audio recording from 2020A versus 2021C served as the study's source of data. 

Initiation, response, and feedback (IRF) patterns in students' NUDC are the focus of this study. 

The study's secondary objective is to examine the manner in which students dispute (NUDC). 

  Method and Materials 

The qualitative approach was utilized to describe the IRF pattern in students' NUDC in 

order to fulfill the study's objectives. Nassaji (as mentioned in [1] believed that descriptive 
research is crucial in order to explain and describe every aspect of phenomena that occur. This 

research was done qualitatively by using the students’ voice in NUDC debate competition. It 

was the information from a discussion between the English Program Study courses 2020A and 

2021C at UNIKA St. Paulus Ruteng. The IRF pattern in the argument between the positive and 

opposition teams is the primary subject of this study. Each team has four debating members. 

The researcher looked at how each debater took turns speaking. The information was gathered 

through audio recordings. The methods used in this study included videotaping the debate, 

transcription, and analysis or identification of each debater's turn-taking style. 

 

 Results and Discussion 

 
The turn-taking interaction was examined using the NUDC of English Study Program 

students' IRF patterns. The arguments put forth by the debaters were the main subject. In [14] 
Sinclair & Coulthard noted that the IRF model describes how classroom interaction proceeds, 

with the instructor initiating the conversation, the students responding, and the teacher providing 

feedback. On the other side, when a debate takes place, the IRF model applies, where the 



 

 

 

 

initiating team presents their arguments, the opposing team responds with a point of information 

(POI), and the responding team provides feedback by responding to the POI. 
The script in the table 1 is based on the debate of classes 2020A and 2021C that was 

recorded. The teams were debating on the motion “This House Agree If the Government should 

Legalize Abortion in Indonesia”. Each debater may speak up to seven minutes. Furthermore,  

[15] stated that time allocation for each debater is seven minutes and the opposition team may 

do the POI. But in NUDC, the last speaker from each team (government whip and opposition 

whip) has no time for POI. Therefore, there is no interaction happened. The transcription of the 

spoken text from debate between 2020A and 2021C can be seen in appendix. 

In debating, the debaters should participate actively not merely to present their 

augmentations or ideas based on the motion given, but also to question or to ask for clarification 

about the presented ideas or what is called as point of information. Debating is just like the 

normal conversation in which need responses from the listeners, and turn taking must be done 
between the speakers. Cutting as cited in [16] said that when the speakers are able to hold the 

turn taking well in the conversation, means that they are cooperative. Based on the transcription, 

the type of pattern and the frequency of each pattern used by the debaters can be seen in the 

following table: 

 

Table 1:  

The Pattern Type and their Frequency in the Debate: 

  

 

No Debater Pattern Type Frequency 

1 Debater 1(Affirmative) IR 

IRF 

I 

1 

1 

1 

2 Debater 1 (Opposition) IRF 

I 

7 

1 

3 Debater 2 (Affirmative) IRF 

RF 

I 

2 

1 

1 

4 Debater 2 (Opposition) IRF 

RF 
I 

1 

2 
1 

5 Debater 3 (Affirmative) IRF 

RF 

I 

1 

3 

1 

6 Debater 3 (Opposition) I 1 

7 Debater 4 (Affirmative) I 1 

8 Debater 4 (Opposition) I 1 

 

 

TOTAL 

I 8 

IR 1 

RF 6 

IRF 12 



 

 

 

 

Table 1 shows about what type of pattern used by each debater and how many times being used 

in the debate. Based on the table above there are four types of Exchanges patterns in the NUDC 
such as: I (initiation), IR (initiation- response), RF (response-feedback), and IRF (initiation-

response-feedback). Debater 1 of affirmative team used one time for IR, IRF, and I patterns. 

Debater 1 of opposition used seven times IRF and one time I. Debater 2 of affirmative used 2 

times IRF, and one time for RF and I. Debater 2 of opposition used two time RF and one time 

for IRF and I. Debater 3 of affirmative used three times RF, and one time for IRF and I. Debater 

3 of opposition only used I, because there was no POI from the affirmative team. Debaters 4 of 

affirmative and opposition only used I, because in debate the last speakers do not have the 

chance for PIO and they just summarize the ideas of the previous speakers. Based on the table 

1, the frequency and percentage of each pattern can be seen in table 2. 

 

Table 2 
Interaction pattern’s percentage 

No Type of Pattern Frequency Percentage 

1 I 8 29.6 

2 IR 1 3.7 

3 RF 6 22.2 

4 IRF 12 44.4 

Total 27 100.0 

 

Total interactions in the debate were 27. From that total, the dominated pattern from the debate 

is IRF pattern, which happened 12 times (29.6%) during the debate. In the second place is I 

which happened 8 times (29.6%). The third is RF with the total 6 times (22.2 %) and the lowest 

pattern is IR which only used 1 time (3.7 %). 

In the pattern above, the debater initiates the interaction by delivering the speech or ideas. 

Then, the next pattern is response from the members of the other team. The response occurred 

when the other team feels there is something needs to be asked or clarified or POI regarding the 
ideas presented. The, the speaking debater gives feedback to the given POI. Finally, the speaking 

debater gives initiation by continuing the argumentation before he/she close her turn. IRF 

pattern was the dominant because the members of the other team were cooperative and active 

in questioning the ideas from the speaking debater, and he/she was able to answer or respond 

the POIs. 

The second position is I (interaction). In NUDC, interaction, which is by giving POI from 

the other team, is happened from the second minute up to sixth minute. And from the sixth 

minute up to finish, there is no POI anymore and the debater is focus on her/his argumentations. 

And the last two speakers from each team (government whip and opposition whip) have no POI 

time. In those seven minutes, they just summarize all the ideas from the previous speakers. This 

is the reason why interaction is in the second place. 
 RF (response-feedback) is in the third place because in the debate, the other team was 

trying to ask for POI but the feedback from the speaking debater was just “No, thanks” for 

several times. Finally, the lowest was IR which happened only 1 time. In NUCD, normally there 

is no greeting before the debaters deliver the speech. But in this debate, one of the speakers 

greeted all the people in the room and she got response from them. This is why IR pattern was 

as the lowest.  This study shows that IRF pattern can be applied not merely to analyze the 

interaction in the classroom but also the other interactions in our social life. By analyzing the 

interaction using this pattern, we can identify who is the most dominant of our interaction.   

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Debate is one of the talk-in-interactions. In debate, the debaters are interacting to each other 

by presenting, questioning, and defending ideas or argumentation. Even though all the 

participants are allowed to interact in the debate, but they need to consider their turn to take the 

floor. The above debate shows that in the debating the participants have clear understanding of 

their points and positions. Each debater knew when to maintain the turn, handing over the turn, 

or how to take over the turn. When they maintain the turn, it gives more space and time for them 

to deliver their ideas or point of views. Concentrate in listening the members of the other team 

will give chance to take the turn by giving POI. And handing over the turn when the speaking 

debater gave chance to the other team to give POI. 
In this study he IRF pattern have been used, and the study shows that there are four IRF 

pattern types happened in NUDC, with IRF dominating the turn taking in this debate and the 

lowest is IR. However, this study was only to describe the types of IRF pattern and the frequency 

of each type. The next researchers may continue to study on this on the other aspects of this 

topic. The study on the correlation between understanding the debate motion and turn taking in 

debate is also important. 
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